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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is issued in response to applicant's RCE filed on October 17, 2007. 

2. Claims 7-12 and 19-30 are presented. No claims added and claims 1-6 and 13- 
18 remain cancelled. 

3. Claims 7-12 and 19-30 are pending. 

4. Applicant's arguments filed August 27, 2007, have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

5. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on October 
17, 2007 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections -35USC§112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 10-11, 22-23, and 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
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contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

In particular, the newly amended claims recite the prohibition of "a parental status 
change". The current applications specification discusses the collision criteria forbidding 
re-parenting of leaf nodes, however, the description is not as detailed with the specifics 
of a status change for the parent being prohibited. As such, the newly added 
amendment is lacking the appropriate support. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 7, 9-12, 19, and 21-24, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Holenstein (US Patent Application No. 20020133507) filed on 
March 29, 2002, in view of Neeman (US Patent No. 5,588,147) filed January 14, 
1994, and further in view of "Robust Annotation Positioning in Digital 
Documents", by Gupta, Brush, Bargeron, and Cadiz, Published on September 22, 
2000, referred to as "Gupta" hereinafter. 
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Regarding Claims 7 and 19, Holenstein discloses a method of reconciling 
a first data structure stored on a computer readable medium with a second data 
structure stored on a computer readable medium, comprising: 

determining which node of the second data structure has received a 
change from a corresponding node in the first data structure (Fig.1; [0025], lines 
1-6, Holenstein) 1 ; and 

for each node in the second data structure determined to have received a 
change from a corresponding node in the first data structure (Fig. 1 ; [0027], lines 
1-4, and [0036], lines 1-2, Holenstein) 2 , attempting to access the corresponding 
node in the first data structure ([0052-0053], Holenstein); when the 
corresponding node in the first data structure is inaccessible, preventing the 
change from occurring in the second data structure ([0157], lines 10-19, 
Holenstein). Holenstein's replication system does recognize that while performing 
dual writes and having to reconcile data structures collisions will occur. However, 
Holenstein is silent with respect to, when the corresponding node in the first data 
structure is accessible, determining, that the change to the second data structure 
creates a discretionary collision. On the other hand, Neeman discloses when the 
corresponding node in the first data structure can be accessed, determining, that 
the change to the second data structure creates a discretionary collision (column 

1 Examiner Notes: Fig.1 shows data structures 14 and 26, wherein the data structures have nodes 12 and 
24. The collector "reads" (i.e. determines) the changes between the corresponding nodes. 

2 Examiner Notes: The consumer "applies" (i.e. accesses) the changes passed from the collector, which 
comes from the first data structure and passed to the second data structure. The transaction receiver 
verifies that the information was received from the corresponding data structure. 
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8, lines 31-36, Neeman). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate Neeman's teachings into the 
Holenstein system. A skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine as 
suggested by Neeman at columns 5 and 6, lines 66-67 and 1-6, in order to 
provide load balancing by having more than one copy of an object stored across 
the system and availability by allowing multiple copies of important objects to be 
distributed across the system. As a result, by recognizing the possible collisions, 
it increases the fault resilience of the system. Therefore, the combination of 
Holenstein in view of Neeman, disclose when the change to the second data 
structure creates a discretionary collision, determining whether the discretionary 
collision is forbidden by collision criteria (column 8, lines 21-31, Neeman), 

when the discretionary collision is not forbidden by the collision criteria, 
making the change to the corresponding node in the first data structure (column 
8, lines 37-47, Neeman), 

when the discretionary collision is forbidden by the collision, preventing 
the change from occurring ([0010] and [0099], Holenstein). However, the 
combination of Holenstein in view of Neeman, are silent with respect to the 
collision criteria prohibiting ink strokes from being removed from a leaf node 
below a pinned node. On the other hand, Gupta discloses the collision criteria 
prohibiting ink strokes from being removed (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) from a 
leaf node below a pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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incorporate Gupta's teachings into the Holenstein in view of Neeman system. A 
skilled artisan would have been motivated combine as suggested by Gupta at 
page 2, column 2 lines 1 3-17, in order to limit where a stroke can be placed or 
either drop stokes when documents are changed, which ultimately enhances the 
performance of the system. 

Regarding Claims 9 and 21 , the combination of Holenstein in view of 
Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose the method further comprising 
identifying nodes in the first data structure for which a change to the second data 
structure (Fig.1; [0025], lines 1-6, and [0036], lines 1-2, Holenstein) creates a 
collision to a software application maintaining the first data structure ([0134], lines 
1-5, Holenstein). 

Regarding Claims 10 and 22, the combination of Holenstein in view of 
Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose the method wherein the collision 
criteria: 

prohibits ink strokes from being added (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) 3 to 
a leaf node below the pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta) 4 , 



3 Examiner Notes: "Same" means when the text does not move or change; this corresponds to no 
modifications such as adding or removing of other nodes. Also, ink strokes can be represented as nodes 
and nodes can be represented as ink strokes. 

4 Examiner Notes: Anchor text is the text, which identifies the nodes position (pg.4, [3.2.1], lines 1-2, 
Gupta). The anchor text corresponds with pinned node, because the anchored text is unchangeable. 
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prohibits adding (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), 

prohibits removing (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), and 

prohibits a parental status change (pg.6, [5.1.1] and pg.7, [5.3.1], Gupta) 
of leaf nodes below the pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta). 

Regarding Claims 11-12 and 23-24, the combination of Holenstein in view 
of Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose the method wherein the 
collision criteria: 

allows late ink strokes to be added to a leaf node below the pinned node 
under specified conditions (pg.7, [5.3.3], lines 1-3 and 9-14, Gupta) 5 , 

prohibits adding (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), 

prohibits removing (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), and 

prohibits a parental status change (pg.6, [5.1.1] and pg.7, [5.3.1], Gupta) 
of leaf nodes below the pinned node(pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta). 

10. Claims 8 and 20, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Holenstein (US Patent Application No. 20020133507) filed on March 29, 2002, 
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in view of Neeman (US Patent No. 5,588,147) filed January 14, 1994, further in 
view of "Robust Annotation Positioning in Digital Documents", by Gupta, Brush, 
Bargeron, and Cadiz, Published on September 22, 2000, hereinafter referred to as 
"Gupta", and further in view of Fujihara (US Patent Application No. 20020191452) 
published December 19, 2002. 

Regarding Claims 8 and 20, the combination of Holenstein in view of 
Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose all of the claimed subject matter 
as stated above. However, the combination of Holenstein in view of Neeman, 
and further in view of Gupta, are silent with respect to deleting empty nodes from 
the first data structure. On the other hand, Fujihara discloses deleting empty 
nodes from the first data structure ([01 16-01 17], Fujihara) 6 . It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate Fujihara's teachings into the Holenstein, Neeman, and Gupta 
system. A skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine as suggested by 
Fujihara at paragraphs [0015-0017], in order to maintain and manage a plurality 
of data structures more efficiently. As a result of the maintenance and 
management the data structure will be assured to have the least amount of traffic 
and calculation time. 



5 Examiner Notes: The changing of nodes in the updated document is considered "late" because the 
modification was not done in the original. 
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11. Claims 25 and 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Holenstein (US Patent Application No. 20020133507) filed on 
March 29, 2002, in view of Souder (US Patent No. 5,806,074) filed on March 19, 
1996, further in view of Neeman (US Patent No. 5,588,147) filed January 14, 1994, 
and further in view of further in view of "Robust Annotation Positioning in Digital 
Documents", by Gupta, Brush, Bargeron, and Cadiz, Published on September 22, 
2000, hereinafter referred to as "Gupta". 

Regarding Claim 25, Holenstein discloses a system comprising: 
a first memory for storing a first data structure ([0051-0052], Holenstein); 
a second memory for storing a second data structure ([0051-052], 
Holenstein); 

a processor for executing instructions stored on one or more computer 
readable media for performing a method of reconciling the first data structure 
stored in the first memory with a second data structure stored in the second 
memory ([0241], Holenstein), the method including: 

determining which node of the second data structure has received a 
change from a corresponding node in the first data structure (Fig.1; [0025], lines 
1-6, Holenstein) 7 ; 



6 Examiner Notes: Further explanations about the node being empty if label with 0 (nil) can be found 
within paragraph [0084]. 

7 Examiner Notes: Fig.1 shows data structures 14 and 26, wherein the data structures have nodes 12 and 
24. The collector "reads" (i.e. determines) the changes between the corresponding nodes. 
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for each node in the second data structure determined to have received a 
change from a corresponding node in the first data structure (Fig.1; [0027], lines 
1-4, and [0036], lines 1-2, Holenstein) 8 , 

attempting to access the corresponding node in the first data structure 
([0052]-[0053], Holenstein); 

when the corresponding node in the first data structure is inaccessible, 
preventing the change from occurring in the second data structure ([0157], lines 
10-19, Holenstein). However, Holenstein is silent with respect to, when the 
corresponding node in the first data structure is accessible, determining, that the 
change to the second data structure creates a mandatory collision. On the other 
hand, Souder discloses when the corresponding node in the first data structure 
can be accessed, determining, that the change to the second data structure 
creates a mandatory collision (column 11, lines 8-36, Souder). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate Souder's teachings into the Holenstein system. A skilled artisan 
would have been motivated to combine as suggested by Souder at column 5, 
lines 17-45, in order to present a system that allows configurable conflict 
resolution, which includes detection and resolution of update, uniqueness, and 
delete conflicts. Therefore, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, 
disclose preventing the change from occurring ([0010] and [0099], Holenstein). 



Examiner Notes: The consumer "applies" (i.e. accesses) the changes passed from the collector, which 
comes from the first data structure and passed to the second data structure. The transaction receiver 
verifies that the information was received from the corresponding data structure. 
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However, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, are silent with respect 
to when the corresponding node in the second data structure is accessible, 
determining, that the change to the second data structure creates a discretionary 
collision. On the other hand, Neeman discloses when the corresponding node in 
the second data structure is accessible, determining, that the change to the 
second data structure creates a discretionary collision (column 8, lines 31-36, 
Neeman). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate Neeman's teachings into the Holenstein and 
Souder system. A skilled artisan would have been motivated to combine as 
suggested by Neeman at columns 5 and 6, lines 66-67 and 1-6, in order to 
provide load balancing by having more than one copy of an object stored across 
the system and availability by allowing multiple copies of important objects to be 
distributed across the system. As a result, by recognizing the possible collisions, 
it increases the fault resilience of the system. Therefore, the combination of 
Holenstein in view of Souder, and further in view of Neeman, disclose when the 
change to the second data structure creates a discretionary collision, determining 
that the discretionary collision is forbidden by collision criteria (column 8, lines 
21-31, Neeman), when the discretionary collision is not forbidden by the collision 
criteria, making the change to the corresponding node in the first data structure 
(column 8, lines 37-47, Neeman), and when the discretionary collision is 
forbidden by the collision criteria, preventing the change from occurring ([0099], 
Holenstein). However, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, and 
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further in view of Neeman, are silent with respect to the collision criteria 
prohibiting ink strokes from being removed from a leaf node below a pinned 
node. On the other hand, Gupta discloses the collision criteria prohibiting ink 
strokes from being removed (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) from a leaf node 
below a pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate Gupta's 
teachings into the Holenstein, Souder, and Neeman system. A skilled artisan 
would have been motivated combine as suggested by Gupta at page 2, column 2 
lines 13-17, in order to limit where a stroke can be placed or either drop stokes 
when documents are changed, which ultimately enhances the performance of the 
system. 

Regarding Claim 27, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, 
further in view of Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose the method 
further comprising identifying nodes in the first data structure for which a change 
to the second data structure (Fig.1; [0025], lines 1-6, and [0036], lines 1-2, 
Holenstein) creates a collision to a software application maintaining the first data 
structure ([0134], lines 1-5, Holenstein). 



Regarding Claim 28, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, 
further in view of Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose the method 
wherein the collision criteria: 



Application/Control Number: Page 13 

10/646,472 

Art Unit: 2161 

prohibits ink strokes from being added (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) 9 to 
a leaf node below the pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta) 10 , 

prohibits adding (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), 

prohibits removing (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), and 

prohibits a parental status change (pg.6, [5.1.1] and pg.7, [5.3.1], Gupta) 
of leaf nodes below the pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta). 

Regarding Claims 29-30, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, 
further in view of Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose the method 
wherein the collision criteria: 

allows late ink strokes to be added to a leaf node below the pinned node 
under specified conditions (pg.7, [5.3.3], lines 1-3 and 9-14, Gupta) 11 , 

prohibits adding (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), 

prohibits removing (pg.7, [5.3.1], lines 5-8, Gupta) leaf nodes below the 
pinned node (pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta), and 



Examiner Notes: "Same" means when the text does not move or change; this corresponds to no 
modifications such as adding or removing of other nodes. Also, ink strokes can be represented as nodes 
and nodes can be represented as ink strokes. 

10 Examiner Notes: Anchor text is the text, which identifies the nodes position (pg.4, [3.2.1], lines 1-2, 
Gupta). The anchor text corresponds with pinned node, because the anchored text is unchangeable. 

11 Examiner Notes: The changing of nodes in the updated document is considered "late" because the 
modification was not done in the original. 
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prohibits a parental status change (pg.6, [5.1.1] and pg.7, [5.3.1], Gupta) 
of leaf nodes below the pinned node(pg.4, [3.2], line 12, Gupta). 

12. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Holenstein (US Patent Application No. 20020133507) filed on March 29, 2002, in 
view of Souder (US Patent No. 5,806,074) filed on March 19, 1996, further in view 
of Neeman (US Patent No. 5,588,147) filed January 14, 1994, further in view of 
further in view of "Robust Annotation Positioning in Digital Documents", by 
Gupta, Brush, Bargeron, and Cadiz, Published on September 22, 2000, hereinafter 
referred to as "Gupta", and further in view of Fujihara (US Patent Application No. 
20020191452) published December 19, 2002. 

Regarding Claim 26, the combination of Holenstein in view of Souder, 
further in view of Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, disclose all of the 
claimed subject matter as stated above. However, the combination of Holenstein 
in view of Souder, further in view of Neeman, and further in view of Gupta, are 
silent with respect to deleting empty nodes from the first data structure. On the 
other hand, Fujihara discloses deleting empty nodes from the first data structure 
([01 16-01 17], Fujihara) 12 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate Fujihara's teachings into the 
Holenstein, Souder, Neeman, and Gupta system. A skilled artisan would have 
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been motivated to combine as suggested by Fujihara at paragraphs [0015-0017], 
in order to maintain and manage a plurality of data structures more efficiently. As 
a result of the maintenance and management the data structure will be assured 
to have the least amount of traffic and calculation time. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's argument with respect to newly amended claim 1 1 has been 
considered but is moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argues, Gupta fails to teach features related to collision criteria that 
prohibit ink strokes from being removed from a leaf node below a pinned node. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. Gupta discusses anchor text, which is the 
information used to position an annotation (marking made on a document at a particular 
place - i.e., ink strokes) in the document, and in particular how the anchor text does not 
change. Gupta's annotations are attached to text that does not move or change. 
Therefore, when the text doesn't move the system finds the entire annotation anchor 
text in the new document (see paragraph 5.3.1). As such, because the annotations do 
not change there can be no removal of such ink strokes. As a result, Gupta does in fact 
read upon the above-argued limitation. 



12 Examiner Notes: Further explanations about the node being empty if label with 0 (nil) can be found 
within paragraph [0084]. 
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